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1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 30 August 2005 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This non-final office action is in response to the election filed 30 August 2005. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-7, 16-18, 20-22 and 30-31. Claims 1 and 16 are independent 
claims. 

Drawings 

3. The examiner has accepted the drawings filed 20 April 2001 . 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-6, 16-18, 20-21, and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Venners ("Java's garbage-collected heap: An introduction to 
the garbage-collected heap of the Java virtual machine," August 1996) and further in 
view of Meyerzon et at. (US 6638314, filed 26 June 1998, hereafter Meyerzon). 

As per independent claim 1 , Venners discloses a method for managing data 
referred to by referring data, comprising the steps of: 

• Identifying one or more referring data portions, each of the one or more referring 
data portions having at least one link pointing to a target data stored in storage 
(pages 3-4) 

• Determining when a link in one or more referring data portions ceases to exist 
(pages 3-4) 

• Enabling removal of the target data from the storage when the one or more links 
pointing to the target data cease to exist (pages 3-4) 
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Venners fails to specifically disclose the data portion as being a document and 
the link as being a hypertext link. However, Meyerzon discloses documents and 
hyperlinks (column 2, lines 43-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Venners's method and Meyerzon's method, 
since it would have allowed a user to garbage-collect crawled documents (Venners: 
pages 3-4; Meyerzon: column 2, lines 19-42). 

As per dependent claim 2, Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Meyerzon further 
discloses documents stored in different storage locations coupled over a network 
(column 1, lines 12-25). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Venners and Meyerzon's method with 
Meyerzon's method, since it would have allowed a user to garbage-collect crawled 
documents (Venners: pages 3-4; Meyerzon: column 2, lines 19-42). 

As per dependent claim 3, Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Venners further 
discloses the method wherein the one or more referring data portions and the target 
data are in the same storage device (page 1 : Here the same storage is the heap). 

As per dependent claim 5, Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 1, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Venners further 
discloses decrementing a counter when a link ceases to exist (pages 3-4). 
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As per dependent claim 6, Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 5, and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Venners further 
discloses determining whether the count for the counter of the target data equals zero 
(pages 3-4). 

As per independent claim 16, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to 
those in claim 1. Claim 16 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 17, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 2. Claim 17 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 18, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 3. Claim 18 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 20, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 5. Claim 20 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 21, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 6. Claim 21 is similarly rejected. 

As per dependent claim 30, Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Venners 
further discloses wherein a link pointing to target data ceases to exist when the link is 
deleted (pages 3-4). 

As per dependent claim 31 , Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations 
similar to those in claim 1 , and the same rejection is incorporated herein. Venners 
further discloses wherein, a link pointing to a target data ceases to exist when a referring 
portion of data having the link is deleted (pages 3-4). 
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5. Claims 7 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Venners and Meyerzon and further in view of Hug et al. (US 5806078, patented 8 
September 1998, hereafter Hug). 

As per dependent claim 7, Venners and Meyerzon disclose the limitations similar 
to those in claim 6, and the same rejection is incorporated herein: Venners and 
Meyerzon fail to specifically disclose wherein if the counter equals zero, further sending 
a message to an author of the target document asking whether the author wants to 
delete the target document from storage. However, Hug discloses sending a message 
to an author of the target document asking whether the author wants to delete the target 
document from storage (column 11, lines 15-20). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to have combined Venners and Meyerzon's method with Hug's 
method, since it would have allowed a user to ensure that important data is not deleted. 

As per dependent claim 22, the applicant discloses the limitations similar to those 
in claim 7. Claim 22 is similarly rejected. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 5-7, 16-18, 20-22, and 30-31 
have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The Venners, Meyerzon, and Hug reference have been added to address the 
amended claim limitations. 
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Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Wise, "Morris's Garbage Compaction Algorithm Restores Reference Counts," 
1979: Discloses reference count garbage collection. 

• Roy et al., "Garbage collection in object-oriented databases using 
transactional cyclic reference counting," 1998: Discloses reference count 
garbage collection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kyle R. Stork whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4130. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:00-4:30). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 

Kyle Stork 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2178 
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